
Glossary 
 

7Q10 The lowest seven day average flow that occurs on average 
once every 10 years 

°C degrees Celsius 
%WA per cent Wetted Area 
ADO Affected Dam Owner 
AWU Affected Water User 

cfs Cubic Feet per Second 
cfsm Cubic Feet per Second per square Mile 
GIS Geographic Information System 

GRAF Generic Resident Adult Fish 
HST Habitat Stressor Thresholds 
HMU Hydromorphological Unit 

IPUOCR Instream Public Uses and Outstanding Characteristics 
m Meters 

MA the Commonwealth of MAssachusetts 
MesoHABSIM a computer of meso-scale habitat simulation 

NH The state of New Hampshire 
NHDES The New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services 
NHNHB New Hampshire Natural Heritage Bureau 

p Proportions of each species in the community or collection 
PISF Protected InStream Flow 
R&G Rearing and Growth 
RSA Revised Statutes Annotated 
SIFI Special Interest Fish and Invertebrates 
temp. Temperature 
TFC Target Fish Community 

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 
USEPA United States Environmental Protection Agony 
USGS United States Geological Survey 
WMP Water Management Plan 

WWTP WasteWater Treatment Plant 
XFC eXisting Fish Community 
YOY Young of Year 
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